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APPEAL BRIEF 



Dear Sir: 

This Appeal Brief is submitted in response to the Non-Final Office Action 
mailed January 31, 2008, which action was mailed after the Examiner re-opened 
prosecution. Prior to the re-opening of prosecution, this application was on appeal. 

Appellant filed a Notice of Appeal on April 30, 2008. The Notice of Appeal was 
received by the Office on May 5, 2008. 
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Real Party in Interest 

The real party in interest is Verigy (Singapore) Pte. Ltd., a Singapore limited liability 
company. 
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Related Appeals and Interferences 



There are no related appeals and/or interferences. 
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Status of Claims 



Claims 1-16 are pending, all of which stand rejected. The rejections of claims 1-16 
are appealed. 

A copy of the claims is attached as a Claims Appendix to this Appeal Brief. 
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Status of Amendments 



No amendments were made to the claims subsequent to final rejection, 
amendments have been entered. 
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Summary of Claimed Subject Matter 

In one embodiment (claim 1), a method comprises: 1) reading a test file 
including a plurality of test vectors to be applied to a device (150, FIG. 1) (200, FIG. 
2; p. 4, lines 1-3 of par. [0013]); and 2) determining a required memory needed to 
execute the plurality of test vectors (205, FIG. 2; pp. 4-5, lines 3-8 of par. [0013]). 

In another embodiment (claim 10). a system comprises: 1) logic (160, FIG. 1; 
p. 4, lines 1-6 of par. [0012]) to read a test file including a plurality of test vectors and 
to determine a required memory needed to execute the plurality of test vectors (200, 
205, FIG. 2; pp. 4-5, lines 1-8 of par. [0013]); and 2) a tester (100, FIG. 1), 
communicatively coupled to the logic, to apply the plurality of test vectors to a device 
(150, FIG. 1; p. 4, lines 1-5 of par. [0010] and lines 1-7 of par. [0011]). 
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Ground of Rejection to be Reviewed on Appeal 

Whether claims 1-16 should be rejected under 35 USC 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Hughes, Jr. (US Pat. No. 4,493,079) in view of Regelman et al. 
(US Pat. No. 6,574,626). 
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Argument 



Claims 1-16 should not be rejected under 35 (JSC 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Hughes, Jr. (US Pat. No. 4,493,079; hereinafter referred to as "Hughes") in 
view of Regelman et al. (US Pat. No. 6,574,626; hereinafter referred to as 
"Regelman"). 

Claims 1, 7-10. 14 & 15: 



With respect to claim 1 , the Examiner admits that Hughes fails to disclose 
"determining a required memory to execute [a] plurality of test vectors". However, 
the Examiner asserts that Regelman teaches this in col. 2, lines 21-24 & 31-34, and 
in col. 2, line 60 to col. 3, line 5. Appellant respectfully disagrees. 

The excerpts of Regelman referenced by the Examiner state: 

In order to properly test larger memories the tester must be equipped with 
a significant amount of memory to properly store all of the test vectors that 
comprise a single test program. 

Col. 2, lines 21-24. 



As test programs increase in size, a natural solution is to merely increase 
the amount of embedded SRAM in order to accommodate the entire test 
program. 

Col. 2, lines 31-34. 



A method for managing execution of a program, wherein the program 
initiates execution of one or more patterns and one or more of the patterns 
depend upon one or more software units, downloads a test file into a secondary 
memory. The test file contains the patterns and the software units that are 
downloaded into the secondary memory. The process then initiates execution 
of a called pattern from the available patterns and determines dependencies of 
the called pattern. The process allocates space in a primary memory for the 
called pattern and the dependencies. The called pattern and the dependencies 
are then selectively copied from the secondary memory to the primary memory 
prior to executing the called pattern. 

Col. 2, line 60 - col. 3, line 5. 
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Although the Examiner matter-of-factly asserts that Regelman teaches 
"determining a required memory needed to execute [a] plurality of test vectors", the 
above excerpts from Regelman do not teach or suggest this. If anything, the above 
excerpts (and Regelman as a whole) teach away from "determining a required 
memory needed to execute [a] plurality of test vectors". Instead, Regelman merely 
states the "brute force" solution that a tester "must be equipped with a significant 
amount of memory to properly store all of the test vectors" and "a natural solution is 
to merely increase the amount of embedded SRAM in order to accommodate the 
entire test program". Regelman fails to indicate how one determines how much 
memory to add, or what happens if there is not enough memory. Instead, Regelman 
only indicates that a tester better have a "significant amount" of memory to make 
sure that everything works. 

In the last of the preceding excerpts from Regelman, Regelman indicates that, 
"The process allocates space in a primary memory for the called pattern and the 
dependencies." Yet, once again, Regelman does not indicate that any determination 
is made regarding "a required memory needed to execute [a] plurality of test 
vectors." Presumably, Regelman merely uses the "brute force" approach of making 
sure there is a "significant amount" of memory. 

Of course, Regelman could certainly be modified to implement the method of 
claim 1 . However, appellant cannot find any teaching or suggestion to do this in the 
art of record. 

In the past, and given that Regelman does not teach or suggest a step of 
"determining a required memory needed to execute [a] plurality of test vectors", the 
Examiner has asserted that it is "inherent" that Regelman's system would need to do 
this. See, e.g., the 1/31/2007 Final Office Action, p. 2, Sec. 3.a. However, appellant 
disagrees. Appellant notes that there are other ways of dealing with a plurality of test 
vectors that exceed the storage limitations of a memory. For example, Regelman 
could attempt to load a plurality of test vectors into memory. If the test vectors do 
not fit within the memory, a failure could be indicated, and a user could then add a 
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more "significant amount" of memory and try once again to load the test vectors. 
Alternately, a user could simply purchase significantly more memory than what he 
believes is needed, to make sure that the storage requirements of a plurality of test 
vectors never exceed the size of a tester's memory. 

As a result of there being other ways to deal with the problem of a plurality of 
test vectors exceeding the size of available memory, appellant does not believe it is 
"inherent" that Regelman must "determine" any sort of "required memory needed to 
execute a plurality of test vectors. This being the case, appellant asserts that 
Regelman does not teach the step of "determining a required memory needed to 
execute the plurality of test vectors", and appellant's claim 1 should be allowed over 
Regelman's teachings. 

Claims 7-9 should be allowed, at least, because they depend from claim 1 . 

Claim 10 should be allowed, at least, for reasons similar to why claim 1 should 
be allowed. 

Claims 14 & 15 should be allowed, at least, because they depend from claim 

10. 



Claims 2-4 & 11-13: 

With respect to claims 2-4, the Examiner asserts that Regelman teaches 
"determining a required memory needed for each of a plurality of boards of a tester 
to execute the test vectors for the board" (where the Examiner deems Regelman's 
integrated circuit wafers as "boards of a tester"); "determining a required memory 
needed for each of a plurality of pins of a tester to execute the test vectors for the 
pin" (col. 4, lines 5-20); and "counting the number of test vectors for each test in the 
test file" (col. 2, lines 21-24 and col. 4, lines 42-43). However, although the 
Examiner has attempted to correlate elements of appellant's claims with elements of 
Regelman's teachings, the Examiner has not shown where Regelman teaches 
"determining the required memory" needed for these elements to execute a plurality 
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of test vectors. This is because Regelman contains no such teaching. 

Furthermore, and with respect to claim 2's step of determining a required 
memory needed for each of a plurality of boards of a tester to execute the test 
vectors for the board, one of ordinary skill in the art would certainly not equate an 
"integrated circuit wafer" with a "board of a tester". That is, an integrated circuit 
wafer might be the "device" to which vectors are applied (see claim 1), but an 
integrated circuit wafer is not a "board of a tester". 

With respect to claim 4, nowhere does Regelman mention or suggest 
"counting" or a "counter". 

Claims 2-4 should be allowed because they depend from claim 1 , and for the 
above additional reasons. 

Claims 11-13 should be allowed, at least, for reasons similar to why claims 2-4 
should be allowed. 

Claims 5 & 6: 

Claim 5 recites a very specific method for "determining a required memory 
needed to execute a plurality of test vectors". The method involves 1) determining a 
first memory requirement needed for a first pin of a tester to execute the test vectors 
for a first test in the test file, and then 2) setting the required memory equal to the 
first memory requirement. Thereafter, and for each additional pin of a tester, 1) a 
second memory requirement needed for the additional pin to execute the test vectors 
for the first test is determined, and 2) if the second memory requirement is greater 
than the first memory requirement, the required memory is set to the second memory 
requirement. 

Although the Examiner asserts that Regelman's col. 20, lines 50-54, teach the 
method set forth in claim 5, this excerpt contains no such teaching. Rather, this 
excerpt is directed to a process of overwriting memory when memory is unavailable. 
Nowhere does Regelman teach that the amount of memory required "to execute a 
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plurality of test vectors" is determined. 

Claim 5 should be allowed because it depends from claim 1, and for the above 
additional reason. 

Claim 6 should be allowed because it depends, ultimately, from claims 1 and 5. 
Claim 16: 

With respect to claim 16, the Examiner asserts that Regelman teaches "using 
the required memory to bill a customer" (col. 2, lines 21-24 & 31-34, and col. 2, line 
60 - col. 3, line 5). Appellant respectfully disagrees. 

All that Regelman discloses is that memory is "costly". This simple observation 
does not teach or suggest that a customer should be billed based on a "required 
memory" needed to execute a plurality of test vectors. 

The Examiner further asserts that it would have been obvious to bill a user for 
"required memory". However, the Examiner has not provided any evidence to 
support this assertion. 

Conclusion 

In summary, the art of record does not teach nor suggest the subject matter of 
Appellant's claims 1-16. These claims are therefore believed to be allowable. 

Respectfully submitted, 
Holland & Hart, llp 

By: /Gregory W. Osterloth/ 

Gregory W. Osterloth 
Reg. No. 36,232 
Tel: (303)295-8205 
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Claims Appendix 

1 . A method comprising: 

reading a test file including a plurality of test vectors to be applied to a device; 

and 

determining a required memory needed to execute the plurality of test vectors. 

2. The method of claim 1, wherein determining a required memory comprises 
determining a required memory needed for each of a plurality of boards of a tester to 
execute the test vectors for the board. 

3. The method of claim 1, wherein determining a required memory comprises 
determining a required memory needed for each of a plurality of pins of a tester to 
execute the test vectors for the pin. 

4. The method of claim 1, wherein determining a required memory comprises 
counting the number of test vectors for each test in the test file. 

5. The method of claim 1 , wherein determining a required memory comprises: 
determining a first memory requirement needed for a first pin of a tester to 

execute the test vectors for a first test in the test file; 

setting the required memory equal to the first memory requirement; and 
for each additional pin of the tester, 
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determining a second memory requirement needed for the additional 
pin to execute the test vectors for the first test; and 

if the second memory requirement is greater than the first memory 
requirement, setting the required memory equal to the second memory 
requirement. 

6. The method of claim 5, further comprising for each additional test in the test 
file: 

for each pin of the tester, determining a third memory requirement for the pin to 
execute the test vectors for the additional test; and setting the required memory 
equal to the third memory requirement if the third memory requirement is greater 
than the required memory. 

7. The method of claim 1 , further comprising if the required memory exceeds an 
existing memory allotment, increasing the allotment of memory. 

8. The method of claim 1 , further comprising if the required memory exceeds an 
existing memory allotment, notifying a user of an amount of additional memory 
required. 

9. The method of claim 1 , wherein the device comprises a system-on-a-chip 
(SOC). 
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1 0. A system comprising; 

logic to read a test file including a plurality of test vectors and to determine a 
required memory needed to execute the plurality of test vectors; and 

a tester, communicatively coupled to the logic, to apply the plurality of test 
vectors to a device. 

1 1 . The system of claim 1 0, wherein the tester includes a plurality of boards, and 
wherein the logic is to determine a required memory needed for each board of a 
tester to execute the test vectors for the board. 

12. The system of claim 10, wherein the tester includes a plurality of boards, each 
board including a plurality of pins; and wherein the logic is to determine a required 
memory needed for each pin to execute the test vectors for the pin. 

13. The system of claim 10, wherein the logic is to determine the required memory 
by counting the number of test vectors for each test in the test file. 

14. The system of claim 10, further comprising a user interface to notify the user of 
an amount of additional memory required if the required memory exceeds an existing 
memory allotment. 

15. The system of claim 10, wherein the tester comprises a system-on-a-chip 
(SOC) tester. 
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16. The method of claim 1, further comprising using the required memory to bill a 
customer. 
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Evidence Appendix 



None. 
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Related Proceedings Appendix 



None. 
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